x66	DOMICIL
Unfortunately, however, more recent decisions, Awhile re-
•loijger peatinp- that a permanent home  constitutes   domicil,   have
equivalent Fo	l	.	...
to home in insisted that the word 'permanent must be given its supposedly
literal meaning. They have equated it with 'everlasting', and
thus have reached the conclusion that a person who leaves his
domicil of origin and settles with his family in another country
will not be considered to have changed his domicil unless his
intention is never in any circumstances to abandon this new
home.1 Such an intention, though theoretically possible, is
almost inconceivable. Few things in human affairs can be ever-
lasting, least of all one's intention, and singular indeed would
be the man who could unreservedly warrant that whatever good
or evil might befall him he would never return whence he came.
If the word 'permanent* is to be used in this context in prefer-
ence to 'indefinitely', it should at least not be given the incorrect
meaning of everlasting. There is no justification for requiring
that the intention to settle in a new country must be irrevocable
in character.2 Nevertheless, it has several times been affirmed,
and more than once by the House of Lords, that the present
home of a man is not to be equated with domicil if he con-
templates some event, however remote or uncertain, which
may cause him at some indeterminate time in the future'to
change his country of residence. If this possibility is present
to his mind, even an intention to reside indefinitely in a place
is ineffective.3 Thus Lord Cranworth, despite his earlier rebuff
to those incapable of understanding their permanent home,4
relented five years later and offered his own solution of the riddle.
'The present intention of making a place a person's permanent
home can exist only where he has no other idea than to continue there,
1 According to the Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, 'permanent' .is the
opposite of'temporary1, and means 'lasting or designed to last indefinitely without
change; enduring; persistent'.
3 Qulbenklan v. Gulbenkian, [1937] 4 All E.R. 618, at p. 637 per Langton J.
3 Moorhouse v. Lord (1863), 10 H.L.C. 272, 285-6; Jopp v. Wood (1865),
4 De G. J. & S. 616; Goulder v. Goulder, [1892] P. 24.0; Winans v. A.-G.,
[1904] A.C. 287; A.-G. v. Tule (1931), 145 L-T. 9; Wahl v. J.-G. (1932),
147 L.T. 382; Ramsay v. Liverpool Royal Infirmary, [1930] A.C. 588. The
rigorous theory adopted in these decisions has been applied in South Africa, see
Pollak in 50 South Africa Law Journal, 465 et seqq., and Johnson v. Johnson
(1931), AJX 391; O'Mant v. O'Mant (1947), S.A.L.R. 26, where it was held
that a husband's residence in Rhodesia, where he had established his home after
leaving South Africa, could not constitute domicil, because, in, the words of the
trial judge, 'always at the back of his mind he seems to have had the intention that
if [his wife] did follow him he would be prepared to leave any country to which
he had gone',	4 Supra, p. 165.

